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ABSTRACT 
 
 
   Laher                    Susan                    K.. 
 (Writer)  (Last Name)  (First Name) (Initial) 
 
 
              A Study of the Attitudes of High School Special Education Students Towards Inclusion 
 (Title) 
 
 
 Education  Dr. Ed Biggerstaff December, 2001        58 
 (Graduate Major) (Research Advisor) (Month/Year) (No. of Pages) 
 
 
         American Psychological Association (APA) Publication Manual 
  (Name of Style Manual Used in this Study) 
 
      The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes of high school 
special needs students about their inclusion experiences and their educational 
success.  A questionnaire was distributed to twenty - five learning disabled, 
emotionally disturbed, and mild cognitively disabled (LD, ED, CDB) students, 
grades nine through twelve, at a small rural Wisconsin high school.  Students were 
asked to state their views on inclusion from their elementary thru their high school 
years.  The questionnaires were handed out, explained, and read (if needed) to 
students individually or in small groups by teachers or paraprofessionals, due to 
some students low reading ability, staying on task, and a need for clarification of 
words.  The results found in this study provided essential information to evaluate the 
inclusionary programs for children with disabilities and to determine changes or 
needs for the future.  This information may be used during an inservice to be viewed 
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by special educators and can also be viewed by parents of children with disabilities 
during IEP (Individualized Educational Plan) meetings.  General educators involved 
in inclusion of special needs students will also benefit from viewing the results of 
this research. 
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Chapter 1  
                                                                                                                           
Introduction 
 
 Special education has come a very long way in the past thirty years.  The nineties 
is known as the inclusion movement.  Inclusion is about “change.”  It involves bringing 
the support services to the child rather than moving the child to the services (Stout, 
1996).  Research of literature has noted many positive and negative issues with including 
children with disabilities into the general education classrooms.  Much research has been 
done on the attitudes of teachers and inclusion, mainly at the elementary level.  
According to Cole and McLeskey (1997), attitudes change for teachers and students from 
the primary level to the secondary level due to the differences between the schools’ 
organization and schedules; the students cognitive development; the academic content 
being taught; and the students’ interests to name a few.   
 As an educator in a public school, this researcher has seen the frustrations of 
inclusion from teachers, parents, and students.  At the secondary level, there seems to be 
more failures than successes for children with disabilities (CWD) (Weller & McLeskey, 
2000).  These adolescents are too deficient in the basic reading, writing, and math skills 
to successfully partake in general education classes.  Modifications are then used in these 
areas to accommodate the individual ability levels of the children with disabilities in 
order for them to successfully understand and complete the requirements in the classes 
(Cole & McLeskey, 1997).  With modifications, students with lower abilities still appear 
to struggle in general education classrooms.  Some students would prefer to take a lower 
grade than to be singled out by using modifications.  Special educators work very hard in 
inclusive settings to modify assignments, to read worksheets or textbooks to students, to 
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design alternative assignments, and to assist with projects.  A secondary social studies 
teacher from a small rural town in the Midwest states a few reasons why inclusion is a 
downfall at the secondary level:  
1. General education students have to wait for the inclusion kids to “catch up” 
when note taking.  The general education students often get bored while 
waiting. 
2. In group work, the inclusion students often do not pull their weight.  The 
general education students feel frustrated that they have to do more work to 
compensate for the lack of understanding or creative thinking skills that the 
inclusion students demonstrate. 
3. Often the inclusion students are behaviorally disruptive and serve as bad role 
models.  They have a tendency to take up more time of the classroom 
teachers, and getting the other students off track. 
4. So much time is spent with the inclusion students, that there is little to no time 
to work with students at the higher level. 
 Through the years this researcher has noted a few common characteristics of the 
CWD population that is serviced in the general education setting.  These children are 
identified as having learning disabilities (LD), cognitive disabilities (CD), and/or 
emotionally disturbed (ED).  Students with mild to moderate cognitive disabilities have a 
tendency to be off task in a general education class due to material being above and 
beyond their capabilities.  Socially, they lack the skills to appropriately communicate 
with their peers.  There are two types of students with learning disabilities.  Students that 
demonstrate good study skills, responsibility, organization, and motivation and are able to 
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be successful in general education classes with or without inclusion.  The other type of 
LD students have deficits in most of the basic academic areas and appear to give-up 
easily or get frustrated in their efforts.  The students with an emotional/behavioral 
disorder usually have serious academic problems in addition to their social and emotional 
difficulties.  These students may be socially rejected, withdrawn, aggressive, or depressed 
(Kauffman, Lloyd, Baker, Riedel, 1995). 
 Many of the general education teachers have a difficult time understanding the 
special education students’ disabilities, and lack training to teach these students.  They 
may be frustrated by the students’ limitations, the lack of skills (academic, social, 
communication), and the slow progress toward participation in their classrooms (Cole & 
McLeskey, 1997). 
 Parents are frustrated, because they can’t seem to encourage their child to bring 
schoolwork home to work on, or parents lack the knowledge to assist their child on the 
general education work.  Some parents have unrealistic expectations for their child with 
special needs; some don’t realize their child’s limitations, and others don’t have the time 
to spend with their child to make learning a successful experience. 
 At the secondary level, are CWD receiving instruction in inclusive settings feeling 
successful and learning skills and concepts that are beneficial for life, or are schools 
including students with special needs in the general education setting because it is the 
trend?  Do CWD have friendships with general education peers?  This study has 
attempted to address these issues from students with mild to moderate disabilities. 
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Statement of the Problem 
 Inclusion is the most controversial topic in education.  Everyone, from parents to 
administrators, has their views on inclusion.  Is this new trend beneficial in educating the 
learning disabled, the emotionally disturbed, and the cognitive disabled populations?  
This study was done to answer this question from the opinions of special education 
students themselves.  
A review of literature has shown that most studies have been conducted in the 
elementary schools where there are successful model programs on inclusion.  Literature 
has also stated that secondary schools have been much slower in developing and 
implementing inclusive programs due to the curriculum content, instructional techniques, 
lack of class time for individual student contact, a greater gap of skill/ability levels of 
students and classroom demands at the secondary level (Cole & McLeskey, 1997). 
Purpose of Study 
 The purpose of this study was to determine the high school special education 
students’ views on inclusion throughout their educational years.   
 
Research Questions 
There are three research questions which the study addresses: 
1) Is there a difference in the attitudes of students with different labels (LD, ED, 
CDB) regarding inclusion?   
2) Is there a difference as to the students attitudes regarding their inclusion 
experiences between their elementary, middle, and high school years both 
academically and socially? 
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3) Is there a difference of attitudes about inclusion between females and males 
on the questionnaire. 
 
Definition of Terms 
 This section has been developed to enable the reader to understand the terms used 
in this research paper.  For clarity of understanding, the following terms need defining: 
Children with Disabilities (CWD) – “a child who differs from the norm in mental 
characteristics, sensory abilities, communication abilities, social behavior, or physical 
characteristics to the extent the special education services are required for the child to 
develop to maximum capacity” (Kirk & Gallagher, 1989, p. 539).  This term took the 
place of EEN (Exceptional Educational Needs). 
Cognitive Disabled Borderline (CDB) – “a combination of subnormal intelligence 
and deficits in adaptive behavior, manifested during the developmental period” (Kirk & 
Gallagher, 1989, p.132).  The previous term for CDB is educable mental retardation 
(EMR). 
Emotionally Disturbed (ED) – a child who lacks social, emotional, and behavioral 
characteristics that significantly interferes with the child’s educational progress and 
development exhibited in the social systems of school, home, and community (Kirk & 
Gallagher, 1989). 
Inclusion or integration – disabled children are placed in the same classroom(s) 
with non-handicapped children where they receive their special education services 
(Special education dictionary parentpals, 2000, p. 16).  Inclusion is based on individual 
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needs.  A special education child may be in one or two general education classes or in all 
day general education classes called full inclusion. 
Individualized Education Program (IEP) – “a program written for every 
handicapped student receiving special education that describes the child’s current 
performance and goals for the school year, the particular special education services to be 
delivered, and the procedures by which outcomes are evaluated” (Kirk & Gallagher, 
1989, p. 540). 
Learning Disabled (LD) – “a child with average or above average potential has 
difficulty learning in one or more areas (such as reading or math) and exhibits a severe 
discrepancy between their ability and achievement” (Special education dictionary 
parentpals, 2000, p. 9). 
Least restrictive environment (LRE) – “to the greatest possible extent, students 
with disabilities are educated with non-disabled peers” (Hammeken, 1995, p.137). 
Mainstreaming – “the process of bringing exceptional children into daily contact 
with nonexceptional children in an educational setting; the placement of exceptional 
children in the regular education program whenever possible” (Kirk & Gallagher, 1989, 
p. 542). 
Modifications – “adaptations made in the curriculum, presentation method, or the 
environment to provide support for the student” (Hammeken, 1995, p. 137). 
Team teaching – “two teachers working together to develop, plan, and teach a 
lesson” (Hammeken, 1995, p. 138). 
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     Assumptions 
There are several assumptions involved with this study.  They include: 
1) Students will honestly participate in the study by doing their best on the 
questionnaire. 
2) By reading the questionnaire aloud, students will be able to focus on the 
questions, take their time before responding, and will have the opportunity to 
ask questions if they do not understand a word or a phrase. 
3) This research can only be applied to students at the high school level. 
4) All the participants in this study have been in inclusionary classes at the 
elementary, the middle school, and the high school levels. 
 
Limitations 
The limitations of this study are as follows: 
1) A limitation in this study is the small sample size.  The study was conducted 
in one school district with special education students at the high school level. 
2) Another limitation was that the students may have had difficulty 
understanding the questions on the questionnaire.  They may not have spent 
enough time thinking about each question before answering. 
3) Some students may have difficulty remembering their elementary and middle 
school experiences. 
4) A few students may have come from different school districts and may have 
limited experiences with inclusion in the lower grades. 
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CHAPTER 2 
Literature Review 
 One of the most intense and controversial topics among schools is inclusion.  For 
much of the 20th century, it was rare for students with disabilities to be educated in 
regular schools and classrooms.  In 1975, Congress passed the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142), which opened the doors to public education for 
children with handicaps.  This allowed students with mental or physical disabilities to 
receive their education in special education classrooms or in isolated settings.  Schools 
then began to experiment with mainstreaming their students with disabilities in the same 
classrooms as their nondisabled peers (Sack, 1999).  In 1990, this Act was renamed the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  IDEA has been successful in 
providing educational services for students with disabilities in the least restrictive 
environment – the general education classrooms (Zinkil & Gilbert, 2000).  Today it is a 
common occurrence to educate students with disabilities in the general education setting.  
This is called inclusion.  This chapter will include general information about inclusion, 
legal actions dealing with inclusion, and pros and cons of inclusion found in the research. 
 Inclusion is the model that more and more schools are using to meet the needs of 
students in special education.  Inclusion differs from mainstreaming.  With 
mainstreaming, students earn their way into the general education settings, where they 
perform academically and socially with little to no special education assistance (Zinkil & 
Gilbert, 2000).  Inclusion involves bringing the support services to the child, rather than  
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moving the child to the services.  The programs are designed for the children in special 
education to benefit from being in the class, rather than having to keep up with the other 
students.  Supporters of inclusion believe that it will benefit special needs students 
academically, emotionally, and socially.  Current research has indicated that nondisabled 
children also benefit from inclusion (Teaching & Learning, 1996).  Inclusion allows 
children to see that the world is made up of diversity.  A 1996 Teacher and Learning 
article puts diversity into perspective, “It is not just a reality to be tolerated, accepted, and 
accommodated…it is a reality to be valued” (York, et.al., 1993, p.6).  Schools can begin 
this process by accepting and valuing children as they are.  The labels of special 
education are removed in an inclusionary setting. 
  The number of children with disabilities who receive most of their 
education in a general education classroom continues to rise from 32.8 percent in 1990-
91 to 44.5 percent in 1994-95 according to the U.S. Department of Education’s annual 
report to Congress (Sack, 1998).  Only 44 percent of CWD earn high school diplomas.  
Most of the students in special education today (52 percent) are categorized as learning 
disabled (LD).  The LD category has been, and continues to be, a growth industry in 
special education (Merrow, 1996).  There have been numerous studies done on LD 
students and inclusion with positive results.  Also, extensive research on inclusion has 
been at the elementary level with successful outcomes.  There has been little research on 
the students labeled as having emotional disorders or borderline cognitive disabilities, 
and their inclusion experiences at the secondary level.  A 1989 study from the John 
Hopkins University found that the employment rate for special needs graduates from self-
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contained programs was 53 percent and 73 percent from inclusive programs (Teaching & 
Learning, 1996). 
 There are arguments against inclusion.  Some critics indicate that placing a 
special education child in a general education classroom is likely to consume too much of 
a teacher’s attention.  Some parents of general education students worry that the 
standards of the curriculum will be lowered by the inclusion of students with special 
needs.  Also, the behavior and physical disruption that some students with special needs 
display can be annoying and sometimes harmful or threatening to classmates and teachers 
(Education Week, 2000). 
 According to the 1996 article in Teaching and Learning, “There are no 
comprehensive national data available on special education students’ academic gains, 
graduation rates, preparation for post-secondary schooling, work, or involvement in 
community living.”  Therefore, an accurate comparison cannot be done between 
inclusion and segregation of student with special needs. 
 Most of the studies in the literature on inclusion have been conducted with 
teachers.  Teachers appear to accept elementary students with mild disabilities (learning 
disabilities, mild mental retardation, and behavior disorders), but this acceptance 
decreases at the secondary level for several reasons that are listed below (Cole & 
McLeskey, 1997): 
1. At the secondary level more complex curricular material is emphasized 
compared to basic academic and social skills at the elementary level. 
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2. There is a larger gap, at the secondary level, between skill level of students 
and classroom demand.  Students with disabilities lack the learning skills and 
strategies necessary for success. 
3. The secondary level consists of a much broader range of curricular content 
than the primary level.  Instruction is related to careers, survival skills, 
vocations, and transition to post high school settings. 
4. Secondary classrooms tend to be teacher-centered, in which instruction is 
directed to large groups, and designed to instruct students.   This results in 
teachers spending small amounts of time with large numbers of students, and 
having limited individual contact with students. 
5. At this level, students are going through adolescence, which affects their 
emotional, social, physical, and academic development.  Through this 
complex sometimes frustrating time, academics tend not to be the primary 
interest of many of the students with special needs.  
6. Secondary teachers are trained as content specialists.  A number of these 
teachers are not inclined to make adaptations for the students with disabilities 
who do not master the curriculum content.  In other words, some curriculum 
cannot be modified in order for some students with special needs to under- 
stand. 
Given these barriers, some controversy has risen regarding what inclusive 
programs at the secondary level should entail.  Most teachers seem to agree 
that the secondary programs should differ from elementary programs and that 
students should not spend 100% of the school day in general education 
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classrooms.  Some students should spend time in community or work settings 
or settings in which strong support services may be provided. 
 
Partial Inclusion 
 “Inclusion should follow the same pattern as determining how reading 
should be taught.  Some children learn to read more easily through phonics, 
others through whole language.  The best reading programs blend both.  
Similarly, some children with disabilities will benefit most from remaining in 
the regular classroom, while others will benefit more from pullouts” (Vann, 
1997, p. 33). 
 A principal at an intermediate school in Huntington, New York wrote an 
article about the special education program in his school.  Grades 3-5 had a 
traditional pullout program for 20 special education students; in which these 
students received three to five hours of individualized and small-group 
instruction each week in the resource room. In 1997, the school decided to try 
a “push-in” plan to minimize the time that special education children were 
pulled out of the regular education classrooms.  During this time special 
education teachers participated in several tasks.  They team taught with 
regular education teachers; and worked with special needs students in the 
regular classroom, occasionally gathering them at a table to do the same 
lesson, but with modifications.  With this program, there was still a need for a 
limited number of pullout lessons in order for the special educator to work 
intensively with small groups of children in a setting free of  the regular 
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classroom distractions.  While the goal of this school was to reduce pullouts, 
they found that some students needed more pullout time, not less. Self-
contained classrooms were successful in some respects, and unsuccessful in 
others.  The benefits were that the special needs students did not inhibit the 
education of others and that they received large blocks of time for intensive 
individual and small-group assistance.  The major disadvantages were that  
these students were rarely able to observe positive role modeling by peers, and 
discussions of subject matter were almost nonexistent due to their severe 
academic and language deficits.   In conclusion, this principal indicates that 
“full inclusion is neither realistic nor desirable.”  The focus should be on how 
can we provide the best placement for each child on an inclusion continuum. 
 
Full Inclusion 
 While few educators contradict inclusion, some reveal concerns about how 
full inclusion works in the classroom.  According to Shanker in his 1996 
writing “Where We Stand,” he declared that full inclusionists don’t see 
children with disabilities as individuals with differing needs; some gain from 
inclusion and others do not.  He went on to say that full inclusionists don’t see 
that children that are medically fragile with severe behavioral disorders are 
more likely to be harmed than helped when they are placed in general 
education classrooms where teachers do not have the highly specialized 
training to deal with their needs (Shanker, 1996).  
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 Educators are not the only ones concerned over the inclusion issue.  Not 
all parents of children with disabilities (CWD) support inclusion.  Some 
parents fear losing special education services; the services they have fought so 
hard to receive for their children.  They believe their children will be 
“dumped” into general education classrooms without appropriate support 
(Cromwell, 1997).   
 
Legal Actions 
 In the past eight years there have been several legal decisions made with 
respect to inclusion.  This paper will briefly describe three court cases: 
1. Sacramento City Unified School District vs. Holland (9th Circuit 
Court, 1994) -  In this case the parents challenged the district’s 
decision to place their daughter in part-time special education and part-
time general education classes.  The parents wanted their daughter in 
the general education classroom full-time.  The court established a 
four-factor test to determine if a school district is conforming with 
IDEA.  The general education factors were: 
a. The educational benefits of placing a child in a full-time 
general education program, 
b. the non-academic benefits,  
c. the effect the child would have on the teacher and the other 
students, and  
d. the costs with this placement. 
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As a result, the court was in favor of including the child. 
2. Oberti vs. Board of Education of the Borough of Clementon School 
District (3rd Circuit Court, 1993) – This court considered three factors 
in determining placement for this child: 
a. To consider if the district made reasonable efforts to 
accommodate the child in general education, 
b. to compare the educational benefits the child would receive in 
general education vs. special education, and 
c. to consider the effect the inclusion of the CWD might have on 
the education of other children in the general education setting. 
The court ruled in favor of a more inclusive placement than a self-
contained placement. 
3. Poolaw vs. Parker Unified School District (Federal District Court, 
Arizona, 1994) – The court ruled in favor of the district’s offer of a 
residential placement opposed to the family wishes that their child be 
educated in a general education environment. 
4. Greer vs. Rome City School District (11th Circuit Court, 1992) – The 
court stated that before the school district could conclude that a 
handicapped child should be educated outside of the regular education 
classroom it must consider whether supplemental aids and services 
would allow satisfactory education in the regular classroom.  Parents 
indicated that the school considered the child’s severe disability to 
justify a self-contained special education placement.  The school 
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district noted the high costs of providing in the classroom services.  
The court sided with the parents indicating that cost is not an issue, the 
school made no attempt to modify the kindergarten curriculum to 
accommodate the child in the regular classroom, and placement 
considerations need to be addressed with the parents at the IEP 
meeting (Teaching & Learning, 1996). 
5. Hartman vs. Loudon County Board of Education (E.D. Va 1996) – The 
court required a school district to place an 11 year old child with 
autism in a regular education classroom with one-to-one assistance and 
an adapted curriculum.  Such placement in a previous school district 
showed a benefit to the child. 
6. Daniel R.R. vs. State Board of Education (5th Circuit Court, 1989) – 
The court concluded that regular education placement is appropriate if 
a child with a disability can receive a satisfactory education, even if it 
is not the best academic environment for the child.  Non-academic 
benefits must be also taken into consideration.  The Circuit Court 
developed a test to determine if the district’s actions were in 
agreement with the IDEA: 
a. Can education in the regular classroom, with the use of 
additional aids and services, be achieved satisfactorily? 
b. If it cannot, has the school included the child to the maximum 
extent appropriate? 
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The Court concluded that in this case the needs of the handicapped child 
and the needs of the nonhandicapped children in the Pre-kindergarten class 
offset the balance in favor of placing Daniel in special education (Kids 
Together, 1996). 
Parents will continue to challenge school district’s educational placement 
decisions for children with special needs.  With these cases, courts will be very 
thorough in their consideration of all options for children with disabilities.  They 
will investigate the M-team and the IEP process to guarantee that appropriate 
placements are based on the individual needs of each child (Teaching & Learning, 
1996). 
 
Pros and Cons of Inclusion 
 A study evaluating inclusion was conducted at John Hopkins University.  
Student achievement was measured in a school-wide restructuring program called 
Success For All.  A control group was compared with the students in the program.  
Comparisons, including student with special needs, were made at first, second, 
and third grade.  Assessment showed a dramatic improvement in reading 
performance among the lowest achievers.  The research found that the best results 
occurred in schools with the greatest level of funding.  All children do better 
when provided with supplementary aids (Teaching & Learning, 1996). 
 In an October 1996 report, a 40,000 student school district in Howard 
County, MD surveyed 475 middle school teachers on inclusion.  Approximately 
two-thirds of the teachers believed that inclusion detracted from their ability to 
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fully serve the needs of the general education students.  Only 21 percent thought 
inclusion met the needs of the CWD.  The advocacy groups made several 
recommendations to build a positive transition to an inclusive environment.  
These changes included: 
1. General education teachers need to participate in the IEP meetings of the 
CWD in their classrooms. 
2. Requiring a special education child’s coursework to be linked to the 
general education curriculum.  States and districts must include the special 
education population in assessments, making modifications or giving 
alternative tests when appropriate. 
3. Special educators and general educators need to work together as a team.  
By team teaching, one teacher teaches the lesson and the other assists 
students and modifies or adapts the curriculum to meet the individual 
needs of the students with disabilities. 
4. Training teachers in special education and inclusion is another important 
factor. 
5. Also, administrative support is a major component to inclusion success. 
Parents must support their child’s education and frequently communicate 
with the school personnel who are involved in the inclusive program to make 
learning a successful and fulfilling experience for their children (Sack, 1998). 
Eight middle school students with moderate cognitive disabilities from a 
school in the Midwest were involved in a study.  Two general educators 
participated in the pilot study.  One was an art teacher and the other a family and 
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consumer education (FACE) teacher.  The study went from November to May 
and was divided into two evaluation periods.  At the first evaluation time, the art 
teacher indicated that the CWD could not function in her classroom without the 
special educator’s assistance.  The FACE teacher’s concern was that the CWD 
could use more time in this subject area than what was allotted by the school’s 
schedule.  She also noted that these students received too much help from the 
special education teacher, resulting in a lack of understanding of the concepts 
being taught. 
The art teacher’s perceptions of the CWD did not change over time.  Her 
response was that these students had difficulty completing projects on time and to 
the quality level of what she anticipated.  The FACE teacher perceived more 
positive changes by the end of the school year.  Her observations related to 
student goals.  The majority of her ratings remained neutral (Prom, 1999). 
Many students with serious emotional or behavioral disorders continue to 
be in general education classes and receive little to no special assistance or 
services.  It is improbable that they would be identified for special education 
unless their problems are severe, complex, and global, requiring intensive 
interventions.  Effective programs for children with emotional or behavioral 
disorders provide the necessary control of aggressive and disruptive behavior, but 
they also require a rich curriculum that enables students to learn self-control, 
acquire academic competence, and gain employment-related attitudes and skills to 
encourage a more successful way of life.  Studies have suggested that most 
general education classrooms are not as successful in carrying out these strategies 
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necessary for the success of students with emotional or behavioral disorders and 
still provide an appropriate program for the nondisabled students in their 
classrooms.  Many teachers and administrators lack the resources to provide 
assistance for these children.  Schools lack an adequate number of properly 
trained personnel to take the time to effectively address individual student 
problems.  General education teachers are confronted with many challenges when 
students with emotional disorders are included in their classrooms (Kauffman, 
Lloyd, Baker, Riedel, 1995).  Below is a description of a student with emotional 
and behavioral disorders: 
Joe (not his real name) is included in a general second-grade class.  He 
begins the day by kicking apart a puzzle that another child assembled on the floor.  
Then he takes another student’s paper and runs around the room tearing it up and 
laughing as he ignores the teacher’s directions.  When he was instructed to go to 
time-out, he began to have a tantrum on the floor.  The teacher directed the other 
twenty-two students to return immediately to their desks to read or write 
independently.  The teacher was unsuccessful at escorting Joe to the office, so the 
principal physically removed this screaming, kicking child (Kauffman, Lloyd, 
Baker, Riedel, 1995). 
Studies of inclusion of students with emotional and behavioral disorders 
have indicated that it is a strenuous task to include these students in general 
education classrooms.  It is noted that each child’s case needs to be carefully 
evaluated to determine appropriate placement (Kauffman, Lloyd, Baker, Riedel, 
1995). 
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The following selection from Cole and McLeskey (1997) describes a 
successful inclusive school program at Eleanor Roosevelt High School.  This is a 
school of 1,350 students located in a small midwestern city.  In developing an 
inclusive school program, decisions were made regarding which areas of 
curriculum would be of importance and how teachers of students with disabilities 
would spend their time.  The staff at the Eleanor Roosevelt High School chose not 
to offer segregated special education classes in the basic academic skill areas for 
four reasons: 
1. Teachers believed that the students with mild disabilities had 8+ years 
of instruction in the basic core areas, such as math and reading.  Poor 
performance continued in the basic skills areas in the segregated 
special education classrooms.  Students with learning disabilities had a 
tendency to enter high school three to five years behind their grade 
placement. 
2. The faculty realized that when students with special needs were in 
segregated classes, they lacked exposure to a complete, age 
appropriate curriculum, to classroom discussions, and to cooperative 
learning experiences. 
3. They felt that special education teachers spent too much time teaching 
basic skills.  The staff agreed that the special educators should be 
spending their time on providing more beneficial activities to the 
CWD population. 
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4. Evidence indicated that literacy and numerical skills, acquired in 
segregated programs, did not transfer to other academic or vocational 
content areas. 
A schoolwide tutorial program was developed for all students with or 
without a special education label.  These services assisted students in 
organization, completing homework, and studying for tests.  Teachers were 
confident that learning strategies, survival skills, life skills, and transition 
planning were best taught within the general education classes.  Vocational 
opportunities for special education students continued to be offered through a 
local vocational school.  The community provided them with on-the-job training 
as a work-study program during the school day.  The general education and the 
special education teachers worked together as a team to transform the general 
education classrooms to better meet the needs of all the students.  This high 
school’s inclusive program has been very successful, and it was recognized as a 
model program by “The Council for Exceptional Children” (Cole & McLeskey, 
1997). 
In an interview on October 19,2001, with a 5th grade special education 
teacher from a small rural town in Wisconsin, she noted some advantages to 
inclusion.  She indicated that during silent reading time her students do much 
better when they read with their regular education peers.  Their peers model good 
reading habits.  When special education students are included in regular 
classrooms all students must develop the ability to get along with each other. 
They also learn to adapt their skills of problem solving, socializing, and 
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communicating.  Peer pressure comes into play in fifth grade. A lot of modeling 
goes on in inclusion classes, both socially and academically. 
Included is another story of why more and more schools are moving to  
inclusion as a model for educating students with disabilities.  It’s a Friday night 
during football season at Lemoore High School’s Tiger Stadium.  The Tigers lost 
14-11 in their first game of the year.  Matt, the quarterback, is sitting on the field 
with his hand on his helmet.  Another student, Ryan, approaches Matt, puts his 
arm around him, and tells him that it was OK that they lost the game.  Matt gives 
Ryan a hug back and walks toward the locker room. Ryan walks off the field with 
a smile on his face.  This is a typical scene around the country during football 
season, except that in many places Ryan and Matt might not even attend the same 
school; and if they did, they may not have had a chance to know each other, let 
alone be in the same classes or share the same friends.  Ryan is a senior with 
Down syndrome.  Despite his label, he has taken all the typical high school 
classes (with support) and participated in all the student activities and events like 
any other student at this high school.  Lemoore High School has been an inclusive 
school for more than ten years.  They believe that all kids benefit from inclusion, 
not only students with disabilities (Cawley, 2000). 
In conclusion, the concept of inclusion remains somewhat vague for many 
educators.  Inclusion is not for all students with disabilities.  Each individual must 
be closely evaluated, addressing the needs of the student before establishing a 
placement into an inclusive, or a self-contained environment.  Schools that have 
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full inclusion programs need all faculty members to work together to enable all 
students to be successful in an inclusionary setting.  “Fueled by court decisions, 
parental demands, new research, and the success of some educators, the inclusion 
movement not only calls for a radical change in how disabled students are taught, 
but it also raises questions about how best to teach all students” (Education Week, 
2000, p. 1).  
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CHAPTER 3 
 
Methodology 
 
 
  Introduction 
 
This is a descriptive study on the attitudes of high school special needs 
students towards inclusion.  This chapter describes the subjects that were selected 
for this study, the instrument used to collect information, the procedures and the 
data analysis used. 
    Subjects 
The school district in which this study took place consisted of a small rural 
high school in central Wisconsin.  The study focused on twenty-five students with 
disabilities, grades 9-12, formally identified as having borderline cognitive 
disabilities, learning disabilities, or emotional/behavioral disabilities.  There were 
12 females and 13 males who took part in this study. 
Sample Selection 
The students with disabilities were asked by their special education 
teachers to participate in this study.  Each of the five special education teachers 
received an overview of the study from the researcher.  In return, they discussed 
the study to the special needs students in the resource rooms and explained what 
their involvement would entail.  Consent forms were sent home (first with 
students to take home, second by mail) two weeks before the day the 
questionnaire was given (see Appendix D).  Both parent permission and student 
permission was required in order to partake in this research.  This researcher 
called twelve families to encourage them to sign the consent form due to a low 
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number of responses.  Fifty-three consent forms were sent out and twenty-five 
were returned, giving permission to participate.  Students were rewarded with 
candy for returning their consent form on time. 
Instrumentation 
In January, 2001, the researcher received written permission from the 
director of special education and the district superintendent of the participating 
school district to conduct this study.  The instrument that was used consisted of 
several revised questions from a questionnaire developed by LaRue Pierce (2000), 
who conducted a previous study with high school special education students’ 
attitudes on inclusion (see Appendix B).  By using LaRue’s questionnaire as the 
framework, this researcher developed a questionnaire for this particular study. 
The questionnaire was validated by research literature and selected professional 
special education teachers in the field. The questionnaire included 20 questions 
with multiple choice, yes / no, and short answer type questions (see Appendix A).  
Data Collection 
One month prior to administering the questionnaire, five high school 
special education teachers were verbally informed about the study, the instrument, 
and their part in delivering the information and the questionnaires to the students, 
and collecting the data when finished.  Five days prior to the day of handing out 
the questionnaire to the students, the five teachers were sent an envelope (through 
school mail) containing all the information needed for their part in this study.  
This gave them plenty of time to call the researcher if they had questions.  The 
envelopes consisted of the following:  a list of student names with their special 
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education labels and year in school, the color-coded, letter-coded questionnaires, 
and step-by-step directions in handing out the instrument to the students (see 
Appendix C).  The procedure was as follows:  special educators handed out the 
questionnaires to students on May 15 or May 16, 2001(their choice), during the 
time they were in the resource room.  This room consisted of 5-7 students every 
period in an 8 period day.  Teachers explained the reason for the questionnaire 
and what their involvement would entail.  The instrument was color-coded for the 
child identifying special education label and letter/number-coded to identify the 
grade in school and if the subject was a male or a female.  Students with learning 
disabilities received an orange questionnaire, students with cognitive disabilities 
were given a pink colored questionnaire, and students labeled with 
emotional/behavioral disorders used the blue questionnaire forms.  At the top of 
each questionnaire was a letter/number code, such as a 9F stood for a 9th grade 
female student. 
The questionnaire was read aloud to most of the students (CDB and lower 
level LD students) for several reasons:  to clarify the words used; to assist the 
poor readers; and, to keep students focused and on-task.  When students were 
finished, they gave the instrument back to the special educators.  At the end of the 
day the instruments were placed into the school envelopes and sent back to the 
researcher.  The special educators were rewarded for their efforts by the 
researcher. 
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Data Analysis 
The data, which was collected from the completed questionnaires, was 
analyzed for reoccurring patterns to questions answered.  The researcher 
transcribed, analyzed, and compared the questions on the questionnaire.  The core 
categories were developed and responses were placed in the appropriate 
categories.  Responses were compared and contrasted between the specific special 
education labels (CDB, LD, ED). 
     Limitations 
The limitations of this study were that this researcher only had a small 
rural high school partake in the research.  Approximately twenty-seven special 
education students chose not to participate in this research.  Some students may 
have rushed through the questionnaire and did not thoroughly think out their 
answers before responding and/or forgot to respond to some of the questions.  A 
few students lacked inclusion experiences in the lower grades to answer some of 
the questions on the questionnaire.  
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   CHAPTER 4 
            Results  
 The purpose of this study was to determine what high school special education 
students thought about their inclusion experiences in three different settings (elementary, 
middle, and high school).  These students ranged from grade nine thru twelve and were 
formally identified as CDB, LD, or ED.  Both male and female students participated in 
the study.  Nine CDB students (five males and four females), thirteen LD students (six 
females, seven males), and three ED students (one male and two females) took part in the 
study.  This chapter includes the twenty questions from the questionnaire with the  
student responses. 
 
Research Questions 
Question 1:  Were you in inclusion classes in elementary, middle, and/or high school? 
 Of the CDB population, five said ‘yes’ to elementary and four responded ‘no’ to 
elementary inclusion.  Eight students indicated ‘yes’ to middle school inclusion and one 
responded ‘no’ to an inclusionary experience at the middle school level.  All nine 
students had inclusion at the high school level.   
 The LD students responded as follows:  Four students indicated ‘yes’ to 
elementary inclusion, while nine said ‘no’ to having inclusion.  Twelve students were in 
inclusion classes at the middle school level and one was not.  All thirteen students had 
inclusion classes at the high school. 
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 The ED students indicated that two had inclusion classes at the elementary level 
and one did not.  At the middle school level, two students had inclusion, and one did not.  
All three students had inclusion experiences at the high school level. 
 
Question 2:  What do you think of the assignments in inclusion classes---easy, ok, 
difficult? 
 The CDB students responded as ok (8) and difficult (1).  The LD students all 
responded as ok.  The ED students indicated that it was easy (1) and ok (2). 
 
Question 3:  Are most of your friends special education students or general education 
students? 
 Of the CDB population three indicated special education students and six 
specified general education.  Two LD students revealed special education, ten for general 
education, and one student did not respond.  Special education was the answer given for 
all the ED students. 
 
Question 4:  Did general education students pick on you because you have a hard time 
learning when you were at the elementary, middle, and/or high school level? 
 Five CDB students indicated ‘yes’ for the elementary level, and four responded 
with a ‘no’ at this level.  At the middle level, eight specified ‘yes’, and one for ‘no’.  All 
nine students implied a ‘yes’ at the high school level. 
 At the elementary level, four LD students responded with a ‘yes’ and nine for a 
‘no’.  Four for ‘yes’ at the middle level and nine implied that they were not picked on at 
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this level.  Twelve students indicated that they were not picked on at the high school 
level, and one student wrote sometimes at this level. 
 The ED student responses were one for ‘yes’ and two for ‘no’ at the elementary 
level.  At the middle level two indicated ‘yes’ and one replied with a ‘no’.  Two students 
implied that they were picked on at the high school level and one student was not. 
 
Question 5:  If given a chance to choose, which classes would you prefer to be in:  
special education classes, general education classes, or general education classes with a 
special education teacher in the classrooms (inclusion)?  Why? 
 The CDB students indicated special education classes (4), general education 
classes (1), and inclusion (4).  Their reasons were:  1) special education classes were 
easier for them, they felt comfortable, and these classes were more fun; 2) general 
education---This student felt that he/she did not need extra help and did not like small 
classes; 3) inclusion classes because I can take shorter tests and like to be included with 
everyone.  Three students did not respond to the “why” question. 
 All thirteen LD students were in favor of inclusion classes.  Their reasons were:  
1) to communicate with people and still have a teacher to help you; 2) do not like people 
to know that I need extra help; 3) not feeling as smart as classmates; 4) it’s fun, it’s easier 
and you get special help (this was the majority of the responses); 4) classes are more 
difficult but I would have help if I need it; 5) can stay with my friends; and 6) one student 
did not know why. 
 The responses for the ED students were split with one in each category.  The 
students that indicated special education classes commented that it was easier and he/she 
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could get help when needed.  The student that implied that the general education classes 
would be his/her preference supported it with the comment that he/she hates being a 
retard.  The other student indicated that he/she liked the extra help while being in 
inclusion classes. 
 
Question 6:  Do you think the general education teachers’ lectures and directions are too 
fast for you to follow? 
 The overall response for the CDB students was ‘no’.  The LD students specified 
four for ‘yes’ and nine for ‘no’.  One ED student indicated ‘yes’ and two students for 
‘no’. 
 
Question 7:  Do you always feel comfortable asking your general education teachers for 
help? 
 The responses for the CDB students were split with five indicating ‘yes’ and four  
for ‘no’.  There were more ‘no’ responses for the LD students, with nine indicating a ‘no’ 
and four a ‘yes’.  The ED population clearly said ‘no’ to this question. 
 
Question 8:  When you don’t understand something in the general education classes, who 
helps you understand?  A)  the special education teacher; B)  the students in the 
classroom; C)  my friends or family; D)  the general education teacher; or E)  other 
 In looking at the responses for the CDB group, three went with letter A, two 
students had letter B, two responded with letter C, one student implied letter D, and one 
for letter E and wrote ‘my partner’. 
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 The majority of the LD students indicated letter A for their response.  Two 
students had letter B, and three responded with letter D for this question. 
 Letter A was the response for two of the ED students.  The other student wrote E 
with a comment of ‘no one’. 
 
Question 9:  Do you feel the general education students accept you in your classes?  
Explain your answer. 
 The majority of CDB students answered ‘yes’ (8) to this question with one 
responding with a ‘no’.  Their explanation for ‘yes’ were:  1)  everyone is nice to me, 2) 
sometimes they do, sometimes they don’t, depends on who it is.  The student that replied 
with a ‘no’ indicated that he/she always gets picked last.  There were six students that did 
not respond to the explanation portion of this question. 
 Again the majority of the LD students chose ‘yes’ for their reply (12:1).  The 
student that chose ‘no’ indicated that ‘they treat me different because I am in special 
education’.  Comments from students answering ‘yes’ to this question were:  1)  people 
still talk to me; 2)  they don’t talk about us like we are different, so we participate like 
any other general education student; 3)  always nice (2 responded); 4)  I have lots of 
general education friends; 5)  I don’t care if they do or not; 6)  they don’t say anything; 7)  
why shouldn’t they; 8)  I get along with them; 9)  I kind of have special education 
friends; 10) I can’t explain; and 11)  one student did not reply on the explanation portion.   
 Two ED students responded with a ‘no’ and one student with a ‘yes’.  The student 
responding ‘yes’ indicated that they liked him/her and some general education students 
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try to be his/her friend.  The explanation for the ‘no’ responses were:  they way they treat 
me, and I was never liked and everything that I say gets laughed at. 
 
Question 10:  Do you find it difficult to pay attention in the general education classes?  
What makes it difficult to pay attention? 
 Three CDB students replied with a ‘yes’ and six students with a ’no’.  The 
response for the second half of the question was that the work is hard to understand, 
talking, and the teacher talks too fast. 
 The overall answer for the LD students was ‘no’.  Three of the ten implied that it 
is difficult to pay attention.  Their response to the reasons why it is difficult to pay 
attention was, people distract me, everyone talking, and boredom.  One of the ‘no’ 
responders indicated that friends distract him/her. 
 Two ED students indicated ‘no’ for this question and one students responded with 
a ‘yes’.  The ‘yes’ responder indicated that he/she gets bored is the reason for having 
difficulty paying attention.  One of the student’s that chose ‘no’ for the question also 
answered the second part of this question.  The response was:  others reading or doing 
something boring. 
 
Question 11:  Do the general education students help you on your assignments? 
 Seven CDB students specified a ‘yes’ and two students a ’no’ answer for this 
question.  The LD questionnaires implied that eight students did receive help on 
assignments from general education students with five students indicated that they did not 
receive help.  One ED student agreed to having help on assignments from general 
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education students, when two students imply that they do not receive help from general 
education students. 
 
Question 12:  Do the general education students interact with you in school and/or out of 
school? 
 All nine of the CDB students conveyed a ‘yes’ for interaction in school.  Four 
students indicated a ’yes’ for out of school interaction, three for no interaction out of 
school, and one student did not respond to this second question. 
 The LD students responded to ‘yes’ for both in school and out of school 
interaction. 
 Two ED students indicated a ’yes’ for in school and one student chose ‘no’.  All 
three ED students implied that they did have interaction with general education students 
out of school. 
 
Question 13:  What do you do when you don’t understand something in the general 
education classes?  (students were to circle 2)  A)   just sit there and not do it;  B)  ask 
the special education teacher for help;  C)  ask the general education teacher for hel;,  
D)  ask classmates for help;  E)  ask parents for help;  F)  other 
 The CDB students chose the following responses:  A) one student, B)  seven 
students, C)  four students, D)  four students, E)  one student, F) one student filled in ‘my 
partner’. 
 The LD responses to this question were:  A)  three students, B)  seven students, C)  
two students, D)  seven students, E)  two students, F)  one student with the response of 
36  
“don’t do it or ask for help’.  Two LD students only circled one response instead of two 
(according to the directions). 
 The ED students only chose A, B, C for their responses.  One student only circled 
one letter and not two.  Their questionnaires indicated the following choices:  A)  one 
student, B)  two students chose this item, C)  one student. 
 
Question 14:  Are you ever treated differently (academically and/or socially) by the 
general education and the special education teachers compared to how your peers are 
treated?  Explain your response. 
 Five CDB students responded ‘yes’ to this question and four students indicated 
’no’ they are not treated differently.  Four students did not make any written comments.   
The students that chose ‘yes’ explained that they were always picked last and barely 
talked to; given more help and treated the same.  Two students indicating ’no’ wrote that 
they were treated like everyone else.  
 The LD student questionnaire indicated that five chose ‘yes’ and seven chose 
‘no’.  Three students did not respond to the explanation portion of the question, and one 
student indicated that he/she could not respond.  Comments made by students indicating 
‘yes’ were:  allowed more time on tests if needed, more lenient, feel like they think I am 
stupid, treat me like I’m dumb, and with assignments.  The ‘no’ comments were:  at 
times, some teachers, and I’m treated the same. 
 With the ED questionnaires one student had a ‘yes’ response and three students 
with a ‘no’ response (one student answered yes and no).  Their explanations were:  They 
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treat all equally; I’m treated the same 95% of the time; and special education classes – no 
but general education classes – yes.    
 
Question 15:  Do the majority of your general education teachers use any of the 
following along with the lecture and readings:  A)  visual aids, B)  cooperative learning, 
C)  hands-on activities. 
 Of the CDB population, six indicated ‘yes’ and  three students chose ‘no’ for 
letter A.  All nine students implied that the general education teachers used cooperative 
learning in their classrooms.  The majority of the students’ responses consisted of a ‘yes’ 
for letter C (7:2). 
 Eleven of the thirteen LD students indicated that most of their general education 
teachers use visual aids in the classroom.  Only one student of the thirteen indicated that 
the general education teachers do not use cooperative learning in the classroom.  Twelve 
of the thirteen responded with a ‘yes’ for teachers using hand-on activities in the 
classroom. 
 All three ED students agreed that their general education teachers use visual aids 
in their rooms.  Two of the three indicated that cooperative learning and hands-on 
activities were used in the general education classes. 
 
Question 16:  What areas of school do you feel you have difficulty with (check all that 
apply):  A)  reading, B)  language arts, C)  completing work, D)  following directions 
(verbal or written), E)  working with other students, F)  accepting consequences, G)  
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math, H)  comprehension, I)  science, J)  history, K)  organization, L)  study skills, M)  
other. 
 The CDB students responded as follows:  A)  four students, B)  three students, C)  
two students, D)  Five for verbal and one for written, E) one, F) one, G)  five, H)  four, I) 
seven, J) four, K) three, L)and M) no responses. 
 The LD students responses were dispersed throughout the 14 choices:  A)  seven 
chose this area, B)  nine for language arts, C)  four indicated completing work, D)  three 
chose verbal and two chose written, E)  three for this area, F)  no one chose 
consequences, G)  four students, H)  five indicated comprehension, I)  five for science, J)  
three students responded to history, K)  one student for organization, L)  two for study 
skills, M)  no one chose other. 
 The ED student questionnaires indicated the following responses for each area:  
A)  two students for reading, B)  two students implied that language arts was difficult, C) 
and D) one student for each, E) no one chose this area, F) thru L)  one response for each 
area, M)  two responses with comments such as school and English. 
 
Question 17:  When were the most difficult years for you in school?  Why? 
 Two CDB students indicated that the elementary years were most difficult for the 
reason that high school kids picked on one student on the bus, and how he/she got treated 
by other kids made it difficult to learn.  Four students chose middle school as their 
difficult years with one child responding to the ‘why’ question:  everyone started picking 
on me at the Middle School.  Three students conveyed that their difficult years began at 
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the high school level with one child responding to ‘why’.  This child indicated that the 
classes were harder at the high school than at the elementary or middle levels. 
 The majority of the LD students (11) responded to the middle school years as 
being the most difficulty for them.  The explanations were:  A time when my friends and 
I fought a lot; I did not understand some things; the classes; that’s when lots of learning 
difficulties started; got loaded with lots of homework; it stinks; I couldn’t keep 
organized; that’s when they make you get ready for the high school too fast; just 5th 
grade—I just did not like the setting and the teachers (5th grade in this district is in the 
middle school).  One student chose both the elementary and the middle school level, 
when they were only to choose one.  Two LD students indicated the elementary years 
were difficult because they were taken out a lot for classes and due to just learning how 
to read.  One student chose the high school because it was harder to keep up with the 
work.  
 One ED student wrote that the elementary years were difficult because he/she did 
not like to do anything or even be at school.  The other two ED students implied that the 
high school level was the most difficult for them due to the work being harder to 
understand. 
 
Question 18:  Explain how your academic work in the general education classes differ 
from your special education classes.  (They were to choose one to write about between 
the elementary, middle, or high school level). 
 This question appeared to be confusing to all the students (CDB, LD, ED).  Most 
of the students did not choose a level (elem., middle, or high school) to write about.  The 
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responses for the CDB students were as follows:  different by having someone in the 
classroom with you; there was less time to get work done; in general education classes 
there are things to do and worry about; assignments were above my level of learning; 
harder than special education classes; they are a little harder and other things; I get to 
work with other kids my age and I like it and they get to know me better, in special 
education classes I do not get a chance to know people.  
 The following are the responses from the LD students:  middle school helped me 
out more in the general education classes; grade 2-5, I never got help and I was told to sit 
down; special education teachers’ material was slower than general education; in the 
elementary, you were in the special education classes almost all of the time; at the high 
school you do not have to do what everyone else is doing and you have different tests; 
high school is harder; you do not get the same help; you get pulled-out for tests and they 
are read/explained to you; I can keep up easier; assignments were shortened or reworded; 
special education classes we read aloud, but we don’t in general education classes; the 
middle school teachers took their time with us and did not go through as fast as the other 
teachers; and two students did not respond to this question. 
 The ED responses on this question were: they do not differ much; English-the 
modified class that I was failing, now they put me in pull-out English and I am doing 
very good now; and one student chose not to respond. 
 
Question 19:  Describe your feelings about being in general education classes. 
 Two CDB students indicated that it was ‘ok’.  The majority of the students wrote 
that they liked it because they could meet more people and learn more in the general 
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education classes.  One student’s response was that general education classes makes 
him/her confused. 
 The LD student questionnaires consisted of the following responses:  several 
students indicated that they liked the general education classes; some students like it 
when teachers help them in general education classes, but do not like to be pulled-out to 
go to special education classes; one student indicated that he/she does no feel stupid in 
general education classes; think it is challenging; do not like general education, I never 
learn anything; and a little difficult but nothing I cannot handle. 
 The three responses from the ED students were:  it is better than special 
education; a little less help at times; I feel lost. 
 
Question 20:  Which program was more helpful to you (circle all that apply)?  A)  
elementary school, B)  middle school, C) high school, D)  inclusion classes, E)  special 
education classes.  Why? 
 The CDB students questionnaires consisted of the following:  Letter A was circled 
by two students; Letter B was implied by two students; Letter C, six students marked as 
the most helpful; Letter D was indicated most helpful by 5 students; and Letter E had six 
responses.  Four students did not answer the ‘why’ portion of the question.  Other 
responses were:  inclusion classes are a lot easier and you get to work with normal kids, 
you can learn and get more help too, keep making friends and learn more.  There were no 
written responses for students that chose special education classes. 
 On the LD questionnaires, six students chose high school and inclusion classes, 
with five indicating special education classes to being more helpful.  For inclusion classes 
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the written responses were:  you still have regular assignments but you get help; they help 
all students; I have twice the help and was in class and did not miss anything; I feel 
comfortable asking special education teachers for help and because they know my 
abilities better.  The students responding to special education classes indicated that they 
learned to read in the ITA reading program; they know how to explain things better and 
make it easier.  One student did not respond to the ‘why’ question. 
 The ED students’ comments were dispersed throughout the five choices.  Four of 
the five choices were circled once and the high school choice was circled by two 
students.  The written responses included:  the elementary, middle, and high school 
special education classes taught me how to get along with people and to get out; the high 
school inclusion classes gave me more help.  One student responded with the word 
’none’ for the written portion and chose not to circle any responses in A thru E. 
 
 
Summary 
 Overall, there were no major discrepancies in the responses to the questions 
between the three different groups of students who participated in the study.  This section 
provides an overview of the results for each of the three groups of students.  The majority 
of the students labeled CDB, LD, ED consider the assignments in inclusion classes as 
being ok.  The LD and the CDB students’ responses for question #3 were similar, but the 
ED students responded to having all their friends as being special education students.  
The CDB and the ED students indicated that they were picked on more at the secondary 
level for question #4.  The overall answer for the LD students was that they were not 
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picked on much in school.  On #5, the CDB and the ED were similar in their responses of 
preferring special education classes and inclusion classes.  The LD students all prefer 
inclusion classes.  For question #7, the CDB and the LD students implied about the same 
yes’s and no’s to this question.  The ED students all indicated a ‘no’ for feeling 
comfortable in asking a general education teacher for help.  The majority of all three 
groups of students preferred the special education teacher to assist them with work in the 
general education class.  On question #9, the majority of the CDB and LD population 
agreed with ‘yes’ for a response.  The majority of the ED students indicated ‘no’ to this 
question.  The three groups all agreed with a ‘no’ for #10.  The LD and the CDB students 
conformed to a ’yes’ for #11, but the ED indicated the opposite.  The ED and the LD 
appear to have more general education friends out of school than the CDB students.  All 
three groups seemed to prefer the special education teacher to go to for help in the 
general education classes.  The majority of the LD and ED students felt that that they 
were not treated different by the general and special education teachers.  All three groups 
agreed that their general education teachers for the most part use visual aids, cooperative 
learning, and hands-on activities.  On question #16, the CDB students appeared to have 
more difficulty with following verbal directions, math, and science; compared to the LD 
students having more difficulty with language arts, science, and comprehension; and the 
ED having difficulty in the areas of reading and language arts.  The CDB and the LD 
seem to agree that the middle school years were the most difficult; where as the ED 
students indicated the high school years.  
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 In observing the responses of the females and the males participating in this study, 
this researcher has noted that a comparison cannot be made between the two sexes due to 
responses being evenly dispersed. 
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Conclusion, Recommendation 
 
Summary  
 The purpose of this study was to determine high school special needs students’ 
views on their inclusionary experiences from the elementary to the high school level.  
Students in grades nine thru twelve from a small rural Wisconsin school district 
participated in this study.  The LD, ED, and CDB students participated by completing a 
20-item questionnaire in the resource room at the high school.  Five special education 
teachers throughout the two days explained the study and the instrument to the students, 
and read the questionnaire aloud to the participants. 
 
Results and Conclusion 
 The results of this study were mixed between the three formally identified groups 
of special needs students.  The CDB and ED students appeared to have more social 
problems in the general education setting.  The majority of the CDB students prefer to be 
in special education classes or inclusion classes.  The LD students all prefer inclusion 
classes for  reasons of not wanting to be singled out and to communicate with others.  For 
the most part, all three groups of students agreed that their most difficult school years 
were at the secondary level.  The majority of the students participating in the study 
preferred the special education teacher to assist them with work in the general education 
classes. 
46  
 Overall, the responses to the questions indicated that the students preferred the 
pullout special education classes at the elementary level, but would rather be in inclusion 
classes at the secondary level.  According to their responses on the questionnaire, an 
advantage to pullout classes at the elementary level was to learn the basic skills.  The 
advantage of inclusion classes at the secondary level was for the social benefits. 
 Research has indicated that inclusion is not for all children.  Each child needs to 
be closely evaluated each year by a team.  This team should consist of special education 
teachers, a school psychologist, administration, general education teachers, and parents in 
order to determine if the child will be in a segregated special education program, partial 
inclusion, or full inclusion.  To make inclusion work, both the general and the special 
educators need to work together.  Having administrative and parent support is also a key 
factor to a successful inclusion program. 
 
Recommendations 
 The results of the study were based on a small rural school district.  The 
population for the study was also small.  Considering the results and conclusions of this 
study, the following recommendations are made:  
1) The study could be conducted in several other Wisconsin school districts at 
different levels (elementary, middle school, and high school) before 
generalizations are made.  
2) Examine special education students’ responses over a five to ten year period after 
evaluating their school year each year.  
3) Obtain parent and teacher (special and general educators) input on the 
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programs every two years to see any correlations, if any, between students, 
parents, and teachers views on educating the LD, ED, and CDB children in the 
specific districts. 
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APPENDIX A 
Questionnaire 
 
A)  Do not put your name on this questionnaire. 
B) Please answer every question carefully.  Follow the directions.  Circle your  
       answers. 
C) Use only a pencil to answer your questions.  Do not use ink pens.  If you  
make a mistake, erase it thoroughly. 
D) The questions may be read aloud to you.  If you have any questions, please  
ask your teacher. 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Were you in inclusion classes in: (answer all) 
 a.  elementary school? Yes or No   
 b.  in middle school? Yes or No 
 c.  in high school? Yes or No 
 
2. What do you think of the assignments in inclusion classes?       (circle one) 
         Easy / Ok / Difficult 
 
3. Are most of your friends special education students or general education students? 
    (circle one) 
 a.  special education students 
 b.  general education students 
 
4. Did general education students pick on you because you have a hard time learning 
when you were at the:  (answer all) 
 a.  elementary school? Yes or No 
 b.  middle school? Yes or No 
 c.  high school? Yes or No 
 
5. If given a chance to choose, which classes would you prefer to be in?   
 (circle one) 
 a.  special education classes 
 b.  general education classes 
 c.  general education classes with a special education teacher in the 
classrooms (inclusion) 
 Why?  _________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
 
6. Do you think the general education teachers’ lectures and directions are too fast for 
you to follow? Yes or No  (circle one) 
  
 
 
7. Do you always feel comfortable asking your general education teachers for help?  
  Yes or No  (circle one) 
 
8. When you don’t understand something in the general education classes, who helps 
you understand?  (circle one) 
 a.  the special education teacher        d.  the general education teacher 
 b.  the students in the classroom          e.  other (fill in)______________ 
 c.  my friends or family 
 
9. Do you feel the general education students accept you in your classes? 
 Yes or No  (circle one) 
 Explain.  _________________________________________________________ 
 
10. Do you find it difficult to pay attention in the general education classes? 
 Yes or No  (circle one) 
 What makes it difficult to pay attention?  ________________________________ 
 
11. Do the general education students help you on your assignments? 
 Yes or No  (circle one) 
 
12. Do the general education students interact with you:  (answer all) 
 a.  in school?     Yes or No 
 b.  out of school? Yes or No 
 
13. What do you do when you don’t understand something in the general education 
classes?  (circle 2) 
 a.  just sit there and not do it 
 b.  ask the special education teacher for help 
 c.  ask the general education teacher for help 
 d.  ask classmates for help 
 e.  ask parents for help 
f. other  (fill in)  ____________________________________________ 
 
14. Are you ever treated differently (academically and/or socially) by the general 
education and the special education teachers compared to how your peers are 
treated?  
  Yes or No  (circle one) 
 Explain.  ________________________________________________________ 
 
15. Do the majority of your general education teachers use any of the following along 
with the lecture and readings:  (answer all) 
 a.  visual aids (over-head projector, tangibles, pictures) Yes or No 
 b.  cooperative learning (working in groups) Yes or No 
 c.  hands-on activities (experiments, computer, projects) Yes or No 
  
 
 
 
16. What areas of school do you feel you have difficulty with:  (check all that apply) 
 a.  Reading_____ g.  Math_____ 
 b.  Language arts (spelling, writing)_____ h. Comprehension_____ 
 c.  Completing work_____ i. Science_____ 
 d.  Following directions:  verbal_____ j.  History_____ 
  written_____ k. Organization_____ 
 e.  Working with other students_____ l. Study skills_____ 
 f.   Accepting consequences_____ m. Other (fill in)________ 
   
17. When were the most difficult years for you in school?  (circle one) 
 a.  elementary school 
 b.  middle school  
 c.  high school 
 Why?___________________________________________________________ 
 
18. Explain how your academic work in the general education classes differ from your 
special education classes.  (choose one to write about---------elementary, middle, or 
high school)   
 _______________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________ 
 
19. Describe your feelings about being in general education classes.  ___________ 
         _______________________________________________________________ 
 
20. Which program was more helpful to you?  (circle all that apply) 
 a.  elementary school d.  inclusion classes 
 b.  middle school e.  special education classes 
 c.  high school 
 Why?  __________________________________________________________ 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
APPENDIX B 
 
LaRue Pierce’s Scale on Inclusion 
 
1. Explain how your work in the regular education classes differs from your special 
education classes. 
 
2. How do the teachers in regular education compare to the special education 
teachers in the ways that they help you succeed? 
 
3. In what ways are you treated differently by the regular and special education 
teachers? 
 
4. Describe the size of your regular education classes as they relate to your ability to 
concentrate in class. 
 
5. Describe the pace of the regular education classroom teacher’s instruction. 
 
6. Describe the pace of the special education classroom teacher’s instruction. 
 
7. What is the level of your comprehension of the materials presented in the regular 
education classroom? 
 
8. When you don’t understand something in the regular education setting, who helps 
you understand? 
 
9. How well do you feel the regular education students accept you in your classes? 
 
10. Give some examples of how you are treated by students in the regular education 
setting. 
 
11. What do you do when you don’t understand something in the regular education 
setting? 
 
12. Does anything in the regular educational setting make it difficult to pay attention 
in class? 
 
13. How comfortable do you feel about asking your regular education teacher for 
help? 
 
14. Is there adequate time to complete assignments and tests in the regular education 
setting?  Yes No 
 
15. How would you ask for test or assignment accommodations if you needed them? 
 
 
  
 
 
16. Does your regular education teacher use any of the following, along with the 
lecture and readings: 
Visual aids?    Yes No 
Cooperative learning groups?  Yes No 
Hands-on activities   Yes No 
 
17. Describe your feelings about being in regular education classes. 
18. If given a chance to choose which would you prefer to be in special education or 
regular education?  Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
APPENDIX C 
5-11-01    
 
Dear Teachers, 
 Enclosed are the questionnaires.  They are color-coded for the students’ primary 
label and coded on top of each questionnaire for their sex and grade in school. Mary and                             
Shari---I would like you to hand out the questionnaires to you students on Monday if 
possible.  Sue, Terri, and Lisa hand your sheets out on Tues. if you could.  I want to give 
parents a chance to mail the consent forms back to me by Monday.  
 
 
 When you hand out the questionnaires (only to the students that brought back the 
ok on consent forms) a few things need to be explained before they begin: 
 
•  Do not put their names on the questionnaire.  Read A-D on the top of page one aloud 
to students.  Mary---If possible, could you read the questionnaire aloud to the CDB 
students due to their limited reading ability.  Lisa, Shari, Terri, Sue--Please feel free 
to read the questionnaire to the LD and ED students who may have a difficult time 
reading.   
 
•  Point out to students-----After each question the words in parentheses are the 
directions.  
 
•  Explain some of the terms to them for understanding before they begin (inclusion, 
peers, socially, academically, majority, general education class, tangibles, overhead, 
lecture, and circle / check all that apply). 
 
•  Please specify how important it is that they take their time answering the questions 
and being truthful about their responses. 
 
•  If students run out of room to write their responses, encourage them to draw an arrow  
and continue writing on the backside (making sure they put the number  on the 
backside for their response). 
 
• When students are finished, please collect them and send them back to me in the 
envelope.  If a child was absent, they can make it up upon return (just let me know).  
If this does not work out for you, let me know. 
 
Good Luck!!  Thank you so much for helping me out with this matter.  Treats are on 
there way. 
 
Thank you, 
Sue 
 
  
APPENDIX D 
Project Title:   A study of the attitudes of high school special education students towards  
  inclusion. 
 
Sue Laher, a special education teacher at the middle school level, mastering in education 
through the University of Wisconsin-Stout is conducting a research project with high 
school special education students on their attitudes on inclusion.  I would appreciate your 
son’s/daughter’s participation in this study.  With your permission, they will be asked to 
complete a questionnaire.  It will be handed out in the month of May, 2001, in the 
resource room at the high school.  Students will not be writing their names on the 
questionnaire.  
 
It is not anticipated that this study will present any medical risk or social risk to your 
child.  The information gathered will be kept strictly confidential and any reports of the 
findings of this research will not contain your child’s name or any other identifying 
information. 
 
Your child’s participation in this project is completely voluntary.  You may choose not to 
have your son/daughter participate without any adverse consequences to him/her. 
 
Questions or concerns about participation in the research or subsequent complaints 
should be addressed first to the researcher Sue Laher (715-748-2516 MAMS) or research 
advisor Dr. Ed Biggerstaff (715-232-2410 UW-Stout) and second to Dr. Ted Knous, 
Chair of UW-Stout Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in 
Research, 11 HH, UW-Stout, Menomonie, WI  54751, phone (715) 232-1126. 
 
     Consent Form 
 
I understand that my child’s participation in this study is strictly voluntary and he/she 
may discontinue participation at any time without prejudice. 
 
I understand that the purpose of this study is to investigate the issue of, the attitudes of 
special education students about inclusion.  A copy of the questionnaire will be located in 
the guidance office at the Medford High School for you to preview. 
 
I further understand that any information about my son/daughter that is collected during 
this study will be held in the strictest of confidence and will not be part of his/her 
permanent records.  I understand that in order for this researcher to be effective and 
valuable, certain identifiers need to be collected.   
 
I attest that I have read and understood the above description, and that all my questions 
about the study have been answered to my satisfaction.  I hereby give my informed 
consent to have my child participate in this research study. 
Parent signature__________________________  Date_________________ 
Child’s signature_________________________  (please return by 5-12-01) 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
